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EXECUTISUBMMARY

BACKGROUND

This evaluation had two objectiveg) to describe the range bbmestaymodels that Peace
Corps postsvereimplementing and better understand their advantagestaiEngesand (2) to
assess the impaof homestayequirements on Munteer safety, languagequisition

integration and healthThe Peace Corps Office of Global Operations asked the Office of
Inspector General to evaluate host family requirements, because it was not clear that these
policies led to better outcomes.

HosSTFAmILY MODELS, ADVANTAGES AND CHALLENGES

We found that thenajority (63 percent)of Peace Corps postsplementechomestay
requirementsduring servicethough the number of months required varlédiven a choice,
most Volunteers said they would choose indepentdeunsingoverliving with a host family The
percentag®ef Volunteers whavould choose independent livingas higheramongthose
Voluntees who had lesgprivacyin their homestay

The lack of pivacy wasfrequently cited by staff and Volunteers as one of the mlaatienges of
homestag. We found that staff from many countries reported that privacy was a foreign concept
in the local culturenddescribechow they orientedhostfamilies tothis cultural differencel-ew

post staff described friendship as an advantage of homestays, thamgoluntees cited

friendship and support dlse main advantage 6¥ing with a host family When orienting host
families, post staff should carefully nuance their messaging about privacy to also emphasize
friendship and support. In doing this, PeacepSaran better achieve its mission of promoting
world peace and friendship.

Post staff described various challenges in implementing homestay requirements, including
finding hostfamilies, meeting housing criterimanagingvorkload and travekesolving
corflicts, and addressing problema¥olunteerbehavior.

PoLicy IMPACT

We assessed the impactmmimestayequirements oWolunteersafety, laguage, integratign

and healthFive countries met the inclusion criteria. Findings were inconsistent acrogsiesun
Improved language acquisition was the most likely impact of homestay requirements (observed

in two of four countries)The second most likely outcome of required homestay was decreased
rates ofserious crime (observed in two of five countries). he @f four countries, we found

evidence that homestay requirements had a positive impact on integration. We found no evidence
that host family requirements had an impact on the health outcome we assessed (i.e. total rate of
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Gl infections).Likewise, we found no evidence that homestay requirements had an impact on
any of the outcomes two countries we assessed

Staff widely assumed that homestay requirementenv@lunteers safer, better integrated into
the community, and more proficient in the lolzalguage. Evidence from this analysis does not
support the assumption that better outcomes will be achieved in all co@@ass.the costs of
administering and potential risk associated with homestay prograststhmat transition to or
increase homesgaequirements should rigorously monitor safetyl languageutcomes.
Interrupted time series analydilse this onecan provide a robust approach to assessing the
impact of policy changes$urthermore, this approach can be applied to understand thetimpac
each country.

RECOMMENDATIONS IN BRIEF

This report includes four findings and recommendations, which, if implemented, will address
some of the challengelescribed in this reporThe Office of Global Operatiorshoulduse the
evidence generated ihis report to provide guidance to post leadership on weighing the
advantages and disadvantages when making decisions about homestay requirements and
mitigating the challenges associated with homestay requirements.
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BACKGROUND

To accomplish its mission of promoting world peace fimhdship,the Peace Corpsends
Voluntees to live and work in more tha80 countries” n most countriesyolunteers are
required to live with a host family for pigervice trainingand, in certain countries, Volunteers
live with host families for the duration of their servicAs one post describedLiving with a
host family will help Volunteers learn tleeistoms and cultures of the host country nationals,
making it easier for Volunteers to integrate into the commuagywell as stay healthy and safé

Staff across the agency widely assumed hioatestay requirements impral/&olunteer health,
safety andintegration.In recent yearsjumerous postiseganrequiringVoluntees to live with
hostfamiliesduring serviceHowever, it wasiot clear that requiring Volunteto live with host
families wasan effective policythatleads tdbetter outcomedn fad, requiring Voluntees to

live with host families coulgbotentiallyhave unintended consequences, such as increasing
Volunteers vulnerabilty to sexual assaulAccording to oneeport 10 percentof reports of

sexual assautif aPeace Corps Volunte@entifieda memberof he Vol unt ea@as ' s
the perpetratorTo address concerns about Volunteedtheand safety, Congress passed the Sam
Farr and\Nick Castle Peace Corps Reform Actafl8(Farr Castle Act)The Farr Castle Act
requireshe Peace Corpso orient host families to prevent sexual assaults and harassment.
Identifying, screeningand training prospective host families involvesignificantamountof
stafftime and resource&iven theinvestment required to implement homespaygrams the

recent scaleip of homestay requirements across posts, and the concern pbssible

unintended consequenc@&sgace Corps management requimeate robust evidence abadhie
advantages;hallengesand impac$ of homestays to guideits decisionmaking

In 2017 ,thePeace Corps Office of Global Operati@sked the Office of Inspector Genet@l
evaluate host family policiemnd practicesThe Peace Corps Office of Inspector General
provides independent orgght of agency operatiomhdpromotes efficiency, effectivenesand
economy thorough evaluating Peace Corps programs and operations.
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OBJECTBWBEOPRNOMETHODOL OGY

OBJECTIVES

TheHomestay Prograrvaluationhad two objectives:

1 Objective 1 To describe the range of host family modeiat Peace Corps postere
implementing andbetter understand their advantages elmallenges

1 Objective 2 To assess the impaat host family requirements dviolunteersafety,
language, integratigmnd health.

ScorPE

To answer objective one about the advantages and challenges of implementing homestay, we
included all posts that implemented homestay during semiearly all Peace Corps posts
implemented homestayluring preservice trainingConsequentlytnanagementetisions

pertaired primarily tohomestag during serviceThescope of the evaluation excluded

homestag during preservice trainingaccordingly

Due to limitations of the methodology we only assessed the impact of homestay policies for five
countries tat met the inclusion criteria (see also Appendix C). To be included in the impact
analysis, we first identified staff at post who recalled the details of the policy change, for
example, increasing the number of momthbomestay fron3 to 6. Second, theglicy change

had to be clearly rolled out at one point in time, for example, to all Volunteers as opposed to
certain sectors. Finally, we required a minimun3 gkars of outcome data before and after the
policy change.

METHODOLOGY

This evaluation utilied a mixed methods approach that incorporated both qualitative and

guantitative data. The evaluation includeetigpth interviews witlpoststaff, aVolunteer

surveyand a stati st i ca ladnanmsteativgdata. Burtherfinformateon acnghe ncy ’ s
methodology is provided below and in Appendix C.

This evaluation was conducted in accordance @ahncil of the Inspectors General on Integrity
and Efficiency(CIGIE) standards for inspections and evaluations. The draft report was reviewed
by an externlasubject matter expert with experience conducting interrupted time seriesesnalys
Feedback from the external peer review was incorporated iafo#i version of this report.
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Staff interviews

We contacte@ountrydirectorsandcountrydeskofficers far all Peace Corpposts to identify
which posts were implementing homesayring serviceCountrydirectors anccountry desk
officersidentified staffattheir poss that were familiar with th@omestayprogram advantages,
challengesandhistory. We onducted 74n-depthphoneinterviews with staff from all posts that
implemented homestayluring service

Volunteer Survey

We distributed a survey to alfolunteerswho had an estimated service completdatewithin

the nextyearin every countrythatimplementechomestayg during service. This primarily

included secongearVoluntees, though we did not exclude Peace Corps Response Volunteers
as they were not uniformly idengf in the \blunteer databas&he purpose of surveyin
Volunteers was to undgandtheir perspectives on the advantages and challenges associated
with homestag. We sampled secongkarVoluntees to gain the perspective of those individuals
who had more experience-gountry and a longeterm perspective on the advantages and
chalengesof homestay. In total, we distributed the survey t¢p49 Volunteers and,052

respaded. The response rate wag@Bcentjndicating tha the surveyadequatelyepresented

the broad rage ofVolunteerperspectives and that noaesponse bias wasrlited.

InterruptedTime Series Analysis

The objective of this evaluation wasdetermine ithost family requirementgd to changes in
Volunteerlanguage, safety, healthnd integratia. We conducted a statistical analysis of
administrative data to determiifehomestayequirements contributed to a change in the
outcomes of interesFive countries met the inclusion criteria.

Themost robust approadodetermine if a policy contributée a change in outcomesthrough
random assignment to an intervention and control grsugh as randomly assigning some
Volunteers to live in host families and some Volunteers toilvedependent housing and
comparing outcomesn this context howeverandomizationwas not feasible. Interrupted Time
Series Analysis is a quaskperimental evaluation design that has been descridgéteasext

best approach when randomization is not possibleuses repeated measures over time to
control for extenal factors that may have inflneed the outcomes of intereBy looking at
outcome measurements before and afteptiiey changeit is possible to estimate what would
have happened in the absence ofititervention angrojectthe impact of the policchange

! Kontopantelis Evangelos, Doran Tim, Springate David A, Buchan lain, Reeves David. Regression based quasi
experimentd approach when randomisation is not an option: interrupted time series analysis BMJ 2015; 350
:h2750
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Interrupted time series analysis is preferable to a simple baftmecomparison because it
accounts for underlying trends in the wider environment.

Statistical power is derived fromvariety of factors, including the number of time points before
and after the intervention, the distribution of data pabntgariability within the datathe

strength of the effecéind the presence of confounding effebtanstances where a change was
observed initially, but not sustained over time, we concluded that it was likely due to other
factors that occurred at the same time, rather than attributablehortiestayequirement alone.
See Appendix C for more information on how we applied infged time series analysis.
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HOMESTAMODELADVANTAGESCAADL ENGES

The first objective of this evaluation wasgdfold: to describe the range dibmestaymodels that
Peace Corps posigereimplementing and better understand their advantagestaildnges

HosT FAamiLy MODELS

We found that most Peace Corps postsp@ent)were implementing homestagquirements

during ®rvice (See Figure 1.ror afull list of posswith and withouthomestay requirements
see Appendix A

Peace Corps Posts With and Without Homestays

37%

m Posts without homestays = Posts with homestays

Figure 1.Peace Corps Postgith and Without Homestay

ThePeace Corps is operationally organized into titegions (1) Europe, Mediterraneaand
Asia (EMA); (2) InterAmerica and the Pacific (IAPand (3) Africa(AF). We found that
homestayequirementsliffered by Region.Whereas rost posts in EMA and IAP implemented
homestayequirementsluring servicemost posts in Africa did no(See Figure 2.)
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Number of Homestay Posts by Region
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Figure 2 Number of Homestay Posts by Region

For posts that had stadtor expanédhomestay requirements, we asked staff about the rationale
for doing so. The most frequently cited reason vedstg, followed by integratiorl.anguage

ranked third as a reason for requiring homesthying serviceFewer staff cited logisticand
housing for examplemoving to more rural sitesith few other housing alternativess a reason

for implementing homestay requiremer(See Figure 3.5ome posts in the IAP region citdte
Volunteer Support Initiative as the main reason for implementingmereasing homestay
requirements.

Reasons for Starting or Increasing Homestay Requirements

Languace [N ¢
Logistics and housin_ 6

Number of Staff that Cited Reason

Figure 3 Reasons for Starting or Increasing Homestay Requirements

Out of the 38 posts that requirg@luntees to livewith host familieduring service, more than
threequarters (7@ercent required homestagfor all Voluntees. An additional four posts (11
percent implementechomestayfor mostVoluntees but acknowledgedmne exceptiond-or

2 A centrally initiated efforin 2011 to decrease the rate of violent crime agaifeitintees in thel AP region.
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some posts, the requirement depended on thepsigctsector or sex of the/olunteer Only 5
out of 38 posts partiallymplemented homestayfor exampleas an optiorior Voluntees who
chose itor only in certain sites/here othehousingoptions were limited

We found a wide range in the number of months that posts requiladtees to livewith host
families. Nearlyhalf (16 out of 38) of the posts that required homestay during service did so for
the full 2 years of serviceConversely, some posts required onlyw fweeks or months of
homestayNine posts requirel months of homestay and seven posts requineenths of
homestay(See Figure 4.)

Months of Homestay Required in Service

16
2]
[%)]
o
o
S 9
2 7
5
> 4
| [
24 6 4 3 1 Depends

Months of Homestay Required

Figure 4 Months of Homestay Required in Service

Among the Volunteers we surveyed, the majority péBcent)ived in a private bdroom inside

the family houseWe founddifferences betwedRegiors with respect tdhomestayiving
arrangementdviost Volunteers in IAP and EMA reported living in a private bedroom inside the
family home butthe majority in Africa reported living in a separate structure near the family
house

Most ofth(?Vqunteels we surve_yed (69 0 of Volunteers would prefe
percen} said they would prefer independent; 69 O to live independently

housing if given a choice. We found some

differences acrodkegions with a greater proportion dfoluntees in IAP (73percenfand a

smaller proportion in Afria (56percen} indicating a preference for independent housing.
Volunteerswho had more private living arrangements, such as a room with a private entrance or

a separate structure near the family house were less likely to say they would choose independent
housing over homestagSee Figure 5.)
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Percent of Volunteers who Would Choose Independent Living
93%

73%
62%
I 55%

Room shared with family Private bedroom inside the =~ Room with a private ~ Separate structure near the
members family house entrance attached to the family house
family house

Current Living Arrangement

Figure 5 Percent of Volunteersvho Would Choose Independent Living by Current Living Arrangement

We found differences across posts in terms of how staffradtared the homestay programs.
Post staff we interviewed reported a variety of attributes they used to screen prospective host
families. Nearly half of post staff (4#rcent)said they considered the status of the prospective
host family, or their reputation in tlmmunity, when screening the®taff reported they

spoke with community leaders and counterparts from the host organitatassess the

reputation of the potential host family to make sure they wererasgiected members of the
community.Approximately onethird of staff we interviewed (3percent)said they looked at the
composition of the prospective familiye. numbeliof people in the home, their ggendsey

when screening them to host a Volunteer. Smaller percentages of staff said they looked at other
safety aspectsuch as criminal or legal history of family members j&bcen}, alcohol or drug

use (15ercent or history ofdomestic violence (1percen). (See Figure 6.)

Final Report:Homestay ImpadEvaluation(IG-19-05-E) 8



PeAcE CORPSOFFICE OFINSPECTORGENERAL

Percent of Staff who Reported Screening Host Families for
Attribute

Family status or reputation in the communit i . /40
Family composition m e 3500

Criminal or legal history of family member S —_———— 152
Alcohol and drug use I 150
Economic security or occupation— 14 %
Domestic violence history m— — 10%
Crime history in the neighborhoo = . 10%
Frequency of visitors at the hous == 3%
Religiosity m— 7%
Political activity m— 7%
Views on diversity HE——— 7%

Figure 6 Percent of Stafivho Reported Screening Host Families for Attritfute

Post staff reported training host families on a variety of topics, including cultural differences,
Volunteerhealth andthe role of the/olunteerin the communityAt the time of our data
collection, goproximately ondifth (21 percent)of staff atposts that required homestsguring
service reported training prospectivestfamilies about sexuassault and harassmt, which
subsequentlypecame a requirement thfe Farr Castle Ac{See Figure 7.)

Percent of Staff who Reported Training Host Families on Topic

Cultural differences 76%
Health and medical H——————— N 5 4.0/
Role of the Volunteer mE . 520/
Diversity I 4 30/
Food S /] ] 0
Logistics and paymeniS . 350/
Emergencies M ? 3%,
Language M D 7 0
Integration M /0
Privacy ma—— /%,
Contact information HEEE ———— ] 0/
Sexual harassmentEE — —————— ] 0
Safety I 7%
Communication N 7%
Cleaning n— 3%

Figure 7 Percent of Stafivho Reported TraininglostFamileson Topié

3 Post staff reported screenirtgpstfamilies in multiple areas.
4 Post staff reported training host families on multiple topics.
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Staff considered different criteria in each country
when matching/oluntees with host families. The

most commonyt considered criteria was the

Vol unt e e rpereent,doiowed(bpthe tpe

of work assignment (3gercen}. One third of post

staff we interviewed (3percen} said they matched
Voluntees with host families based on the

Voluntees desire to |ive wit

We compared thypeof living arrangemeno
Voluntees tatings oftheir host family s
supporivenessLiving arrangements @redefined
as: (1) a room shared with family members, (2) a
private bedroom inside the family house, (3) a
room with a private entrance attached to the family
house, or (4) a separate structnear the family
house (see ald@gure 5). Host family
supportiveness was defined as the degree of
supportiveness imeeting people in the
community, learning customs, staying safe,
learning the language, maintaining heaéthd
maintainingsociatemotioral wellbeing We found
the type of living arrangement made little to no
difference with how supportiv€oluntees said

their host famileswerein the areas of interegst

with one exceptionvolunteers who shared a room
with family membersvere less likely to report
their host family was supportive in multiple areas
Agency policy requires that Volunteers placed in
homestag during service have a private room with
a locking door.

We also compared the number of months spent in
homestagto Voluntees fatings oftheir host
families supporivenessn terms ofmeeting people
in the community, learning customs, staying safe,
learning the language, maintaining headthd
maintainingsociatemotionalwellbeing We found

no difference betweemhger and shorter

homestag with respect to how supportive
Voluntees said their host families were.

Final Report:Homestay ImpadEvaluation(1G-19-05-E)

Al | ove ever
living with my host family.
They're wonderful people
and incrediblysupportive.
| can't imagine my service
without my host family, it

woul dn't fe

~ Volunteer
Peace Corps/Belize

AMy host fam
highlight of my service
they have become my
family. | have liked getting
to know them and
appreciated thei
willingness to accept me as
a daughter, sister, auntie,
over the course of these
t wo year s

~ Volunteer
Peace Corps/Cambodis

nl feel as i
second family. I've grown
really close with my host
family over the past year
and | wouldn't tradehat

connection f

~ Volunteer
Peace Corps/Colombia
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We alsolooked at how many hours per day Volunssggent with their host families compared
to Voluntees tatings on how supportive their hdamilies wereof their meeting people,
learning customs, staying safe, maintaining healtidmaintainingsociatemotionalwellbeing
Volunteerswho spent less thah hour per day with their host farreswere less likely to report
their host familkesweresupportvein any of the areas of intere3tis indicates that Volunteers
who spend less thalnhour per day with their host fanesmay not be benefing from the
homestayarrangement.

HOMESTAY ADVANTAGES

We found differences betweeroMinteers and staiih their views about thadvantages of living
with ahostfamily. Staff weremore likely than Wlunteers taite safety, integratiorand
language athe mainadvantages of homes®yl he majority of staff we interviewed described
safety and integrain as adantage®f homestay.

Volunteers cited friendship and support most frequently as the main advantage of hamestay
One quarter of Wlunteers we surveyed described the relationships they developed as the best
part of living with ahostfamily.

Top Advantages for Volunteers in Homestays as Reported by
Volunteers

Friendship and support I 26%
No Answer NI 15%
Integration NG 14%
Logistics and orientation [ INNENERGEGEGEEEEEEE 10%
Cultural exchange I 10%
Language NG 5%

Figure 8 Top Advantages for Volunteers in Homestag Reported by Volunteers
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Top Advantages for Volunteers in Homestays
as Reported by Staff

sarery | o'
Language | 5

Logistics and orientation_ 35%
Projects _ 18%

Figure 9 Top Advantages for Volunteers in HomestagReported by Staff

The majority (77percen} of Voluntees we

AThey respect surveyedeported their host fanmédswere
L ()R o] oo g (B[l IR N=1aloETo[=H]s) SOmewhat or very supportive of their privaghis

R T BRI SN BRVATERY  potentially reflected the emphasis staff placed on
privacy whe training homestay families. Several
Voluntees described how they appreciatadir
host fragpectlfar thesr privagyalongside
engagement and suppand highlighted how
privacy and support are not mutually exclusive.
Nevertheless, a third of Volunteers still described a
lack of privacy as the top challenge in homestay
and privacy was the most frequently cited

el VIIEIM  challenge among Volunteei®verall, Volunteers

ST N @olok s {ellr-To[o]@M reported far fewer advantages of homestay than
staff.

~ Volunteer
Peace Corp£Zolombia

Al | i ke the f
respectful of my space but alsa
enjoy spending

AThey were al
supportive to me, but they also
treated me as an adult and
understood whenneeded my

own space.

~ Volunteer
Peace Corp#Micronesia
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HOMESTAY CHALLENGES

Both staff and Vlunteers described For Volunteers, giving up the privacy is a

privacy as one of the main challenges  pig challenge. They are living in the sam

of homestag. Staff from many house. It is difficult for them. If they are ir

countries described cultural difference  the room the host mom gets worried. Th:

in conceptions of privacy. privacy concept is normal in the US but
not here.

~ Staff member
IAP Region

Top Challenges for Volunteers in Homestays as Reported by
Volunteers

Privacy I —— 29%
Food I 17%
Independence I 16%
Communication N 3%
Cultural differences I 6%
Funding and logistics . 6%
Limited interaction NN 6%

Figure D. Top Challenges for Volunteers in HomestagReported byolunteers

Top Challenges for Volunteers in Homestays as Reported by Staff

Privacy I 5596
Independence NG 4496

Food I 4290

Cultural differences I 31%

Funding and logistics N 232

Communication NI 17%
Interpersonal differences I 141%

Safety I 13%

Figure 1. Top Challenges for Volunteers in HomestagReported by Staff
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While staff were aware of moshallenges
that Volunteers reportedew staff members
reported limitechost familyinteractionasa
challengeln some cased/olunteers
articulated how their host families
overemphasized privacy, making it difficult
to interact with them.

Homestay requirements also posed
subgantial challenges for staffinding
families willing and able to host a Volunteer,
meeting housing criteridraveling to
prospective Volunteer sites, resolving
conflicts between Wdlunteers and host
families, and addressing inappropriate
Volunteer behavior were amotige main
challenges for staff.

Table 1: Challenges for Staff

il am not i ncl
and family events such as
funerals, so | feel left outo

~ Volunteer
Peace CorpMicronesia

AThey were al
infringe on myprivacy, so they
left me alone and did not
involve me in a lot of

activities
~ Volunteer
Peace Corp#icaragua

AMy host pare
and insistence on myprivacyd
is often very alienating and

di fficult to

~ Volunteer
Peace Corpsgamoa

Challenges for Staff ‘

Finding families GCAYRAY3 FLYAfASE A& GKS KIFINRS&lG GBHaxI3IORY
K2a0 FTlILYAf@&d LGQEA KI NRDE

GCNRBY adlF¥F LISNRELISOGA DS dzy NBIfA&aiGAO SELIS
should meet safety and security standards. We have standards that a house in a rural comm
would not need bars if others in the community did not have bars. Now all houses need to hay
o0FNB® ¢KIG Aa | OKIftfSy3aSowme

Workload GCNRY GKS aidl T7gthlehEsltddsGichalidd@matings #5630 Hoyfs by car.
They are trying to find the heses.Then,you come back and get a call that the family is not
AYGSNBalGSRDE

G2 KSy ailFFT ARSyGATFe FLYAEtASE YR x2fdzyid S
for us as staff and as community members we put our reputation out on the line. When the
+2fdzy i SSNJ R2Say Qi t A@BS dzlJ G2 oniokrpart. SoriieCiamilids A
have had their reputation ruined because the Volunteer does[mzasure]dzLJ®d &

Housing criteria

Volunteer behavior

a2 S S gpendidgalot of time resolving issues. Volunteers call and tell us what the family
Continuously you have onéolunteerissue after another, going around and around solving
+2fdzy i SSNJ) AdadzSa 6AGK Tl YAE @& dE

Problem solving
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Staff at approximately orguarter of postsyout

of 38) that required homestayluring service
described the time they spent solving problems
between host families and Volunteers as
challengingIn some instances, these were
legitimate problems that staff had to address, for
example safety issues in the home. In other
instances, hower, staff said they spetime
solving interpersonal conflicts between families
and VolunteersStaff attributed these problems to
miscommunication between the Volunteers and
host family membersespeciallyduring the initial
period when Volunteers weredrning the
language and culture.

In 4 out of the 38 countries, staff described
problematic Volunteer behavior aghallenging
aspecobf homestay requirements a few
instances, staff described how Volunteer behavic
could have serious implications,ctuas
jeopardizing the reputation of the programhile
few staff described this circumstance, the potent
implications were serious.

At the end of this report, we present
recommendations to address these managemen
challenges.

Especially in the first 3 months

when Volunteers are adapting,
I tds time con:
doing a lot of coaching and
emotional support strategies.

~ Staffmember
IAP Region

For staff is dealing with
endlessness of discontent.
People who complain about it,
act out about it, in some
extreme cases trying to report
events to get out of it. In
communities where you are
trying to develop relationships,

Voluntees damage
relationships. It leaves people
feeling damaged or abused.
Then i toés hard

burning bridges.

~ Staff member
IAP Region

Some Volunteers have bad
behavior. That leads to
stereotyping. Some sites

remember and say they do wan
a goodVolunteer not one who

drinks and does not behave ver
well. We try to convince them.

~ Staff member
EMA Region

Final Report:Homestay ImpadEvaluation(IG-19-05-E) 15



PeAcE CORPSOFFICE OFINSPECTORGENERAL

IMPACT Hxrs FAMI LREQUI REMENTS

The second objective of this evaluation was to assess the iofga@hestayrequirements on
Volunteer safety, language, integratiand healthCountries were included in the impact
analysis if they met the inclusion criteria, as descrilbbetigpendix C.

Table2: Summary of Countries Included in tHeéomestaylmpact Assessment

Initial Year of New Type of Amount of Reasons

Country  Region

Requirement Change Requirement Change Change for Change

: Volunteer
Georgia EMA 6 months 2010 3 months Decrease -3 preference
Belize IAP 3 months 2012 24 months | Increase + 21 Safety
Ecuador IAP 3 months 2012 6 months Increase + 3 Safety
Guatemala IAP 3 months 2011 24 months | Increase + 21 Safety
Kyrgyz Integration,
Republic EMA 3 months 2014 6 months Increase + 3 Language

Table 3 summarizes the evidence of the impaathomestayrequirements had on the four
outcome areas we assessed in the five countriesvératincluded in the analysis two of the

five countries, we found evidence thaimests requirements had a positive impact on serious
crime. In two of four countries, we found evidence thanestayequirements had a positive
impact on language. In one of four countries, we found evidencbdhatstayequirements had

a positive impact omtegration. We found no evidence thaimestayequirements had an

impact on any of the outcomes assessed in Belize or Guatemala. Likewise, we found no evidence
that host family requirements had an impact on the health outcome we assessed (i.e tital rat
Gl infections).Improved languagacquisitionwas the most likely impact ¢tfomestay
requirements (observed iwo of four countries), followed by positive impact on theate of
serious crime (observed iwo of five countries)
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Table3: Summaryof Findings on the Impact dfiomestayRequirements

Kyrgyz | Georgia | Ecuador | Belize | Guatemala
Republic
R il olbamdbamdbamd
Language | | ) -
integration |y e
Healh =) | =) =) | =)

+ Evidencedemonstrated positive impact

4=m)  Evidence did nolemonstrate ampact

Data were insufficient to assess impact

SAFETY

We assessed the impact of homestay requirements on saiifbesand serious crime at site

five posts that met the inclusion critertacuador Kyrgyz Republic Georgia Guatemaland
Belize.ThePeace Corps defined serious crime as homicide, kidnapping, rape, aggravated sexual
assault, robbery and aggravated physical assault. The impact of homestay requirements on
serious crime and serious crime at site wa@snsistent across cotries.

We found no significant impact on serious crime or serious crime at site in Ecuador and
Guatemala after increasing homestay requirements (see Appendix B). Bathteposdted that
improving Volunteer safety was the main reason for changing thkaypPeace

CorpsGuatemala changets homestay policy in response to the Volunteer Support Initiative, as
described above.

In 2014, Peace Corf¥$yrgyz Republicincreased its homestay requirement duringiserfrom3
monthsto 6 months.After the policy changeye foundtherate of serious crimes at site
significantly decreaseith 2016 and 201,7out the effect was delayéide. notsignificantuntil 2
years after the policy chang&}iven the recency of the policy change, wereunable b
determindf the changewas sustined.
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Serious Crime at Site, Krygyz Republic
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Figure 2. Serious Crime at Site, Kyrdyepublic

In 2010, Peace Corfi3eorgia decreased its homestay requirement §omonths ta3 months.
Georgia was the only post we assessed that decreased its haregsiementThe post
decreaseds homestay requirement primarily to respond to Volunteer prefereAftes the
policy change, we found a sigr@nt increase in serious crirfiem 2013 to 2016. The effect
was delayed and not significamttil 2013(seeAppendix B).

Serious Crime, Georgia
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Figure B. Serious Crime, Georgia

In 2012, Peace CorfRelize increased its homestay requirement during service3nmonths to

24 months. After the post increased its homestay requirement to 24 months, we found a
significant decrease iregous crimes in the years from 2013 to 2016. However, this impact was
not sustained by 2017 (see also Appendix B). In this context, increased homestay requirements
during service did not appear to have a lasting effect on reducing serious. divaefoe, the
observed decrease serious crimewvaslikely due to other factorsis opposed to tHeomestay
requiremenalone
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Numerous Peace Corps staff said they thought living with a host family was safer for Volunteers.
Post staff provided several explaioas of howhomestayequirements might prevent crime

against volunteers. First, post staff commonly reported that host families protected Volunteers
like members of their own family. Second, host families provided insider information about
locations and people in the commiyrihat were unsafe. Third, Volunteénsng with host

families inheritech positivereputationin the community and gained acceptance which was

thought to deter criméThe biggest advantage is safety. When a Volunteer is taken in by the
family, they beome th& responsibility. With that comes acceptance from the community. The
community looks out for thp/olunteer]”

In conclusion, the impact of host family policies on Volunteer safety appears to be inconsistent
across countries. In three countriegjador, Guatemaland Belizehomestayequirements did

not appear to reduce serious crimes against Volunteers. In two countries (R@ayhlicand
Georgia), we found evidence tHaamestayrequirements improved safety outcomes for
Volunteers.

LANGUAGE

We assessed the impact of homestay requirenoanso | u n sed-a&ssessedbility to speak

thelocal languagef-our countries met the inclusion criteria for the impact assessment, Kyrgyz
Republic EcuadorBelize,andGuatemalaThe findings acrossountries were inconsistent. In
Belize and Guatemala, we found no significant
the local language after the posts increased their homestay requirements. Both posts increased
their homestay requirements subsiaty, by 21 monthsln Kyrgyz Republicand Ecuador, we

found evidence thdtomestayequirements contributed to improved language outcptheagh

in Ecuadorwe could not determine ihe change was sustained

In the annual Volunteer survethe PeaceCorps asked Volunteers to rate how well they could
communicate in the language used by most people in the commouaratyivepoint scale This
indicator was limited in that it representesélf-perceptions ofanguage proficiency as opposed
an objectiveest of their language proficiencit the time this evaluation was conductdes
Peace Corphad begun collecting objective measurékaguage proficiency by administering
theLPI to Volunteers at theirlose of service. Because thgency had only itiated this pactice
in recent years, we did not hagroughconsecutive measurememdsassess impact. However,
the annual Volunteer survey did provide sufficient years of consecutive and consistent
measurementfecent esponse rates for the annual \fdker survey were approximately 90
percentof all Volunteers globally.

In 2014,Peace CorpBlyrgyz Republicincreased its homestay requirement during service #om
monthsto 6 months.We founda significant increas@ Volunteers averageaatings of loca
language proficiencin the3 years after theost increased its homestay requiremésee
Appendix B).
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Volunteers' Ability to Communicate in Local Language, Krygyz Republic
35

-~ - [ ] . !/
34 s r ®
~
- '
~ s
~
’
“
23 -0 ‘
~ /
~ ’
~
S~ ;! Homestay change, 3 to 6 months
32 H% /
~ . ’
~ / — — Pre-change trend
Y
~ !

31 RN ’

: ~. - = Post-change trend

~
~
~ L] .
20 LI * Average rating, 5 pt scale
N
. T L - .
Statistically significant increase
25
3 9 o " 2 > ™ 5 © A
® & & ol S S A & g

Figure .+ 2f dzy G SSNBEQ ! 6AfAGe (2 / 2 R¥pdbfich OF §S Ay [201Fft [l y3dza 3Ss Y&

In 2012, Peace CorpEcuador increased its homestay requirement during service3firaonths
to 6 months.After the post increased its homestay requiremeatfounda significant increase
in Volunteers self-reported ability to comomicate in the local languagdowever, thismpact
was delayed and not significant until 2016 and 2@E2 Appendix B)Moreover, we could not
determine if the impact was sustained

Volunteers' Ability to Communicate in Local Language, Ecuador
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Post staff widely reported that livingtvin - a host family would facilit
learn the local language. As ostaff memberexplained Anot her | mportant asp:

Final Report:Homestay ImpadEvaluation(IG-19-05-E) 20



PeEACE CORPSOFFICE OFINSPECTORGENERAL

because they are forced to interact. The small Juoditeeir room]they cannot stay inside. They
have to interact. That is positive.

In conclusion, v found the impact of host family requirements on Volunteers ability to
communicate in the local language was inconsistent across coutitaegh it was a more likely
outcome than improved safethn two countries, Ecuador and KyrgRRepubli¢ we found a
positive impact oocal language proficiencyHowever, in Belize and Guatemala we found no
evidence of an impact on language.

INTEGRATION

We assessed the impact of hatag requirements on Volunteer integration into their
communites The Peace Corpsollected consistent, consecutive measurements of Volunteer
integration in its annual Volunteer surv@jhe agencysked Volunteers to rate how integrated
into the communityhey feel on a fivepoint scale. This indicator was limited in that it
represent ed -pérodptiomsofensegratien asoppoded to objective meashse
noted above, the response sftw the surveg werehigh. Four countries, Belize, Ecuador,
Kyrgyz Republic, and Guatemataet the inclusion criteriéor theimpact analysisin Belize,
Guatemalaand KyrgyzRepubli¢ we found no significant increase in Voluntéersean ratings
of integration following increased homestay requirements.

In 2012,Peace CorgEcuador increasets homestay requirement froBhmonthso 6 months.

After the policy change, we found a significar
integration. The observed effect was immediate and sustained for years foltbeipglicy

change.

Community Integration, Ecuador
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Figure 5. Community Integration, Ecuador

Staff we interviewed widely reported they thought homesteyped Volunteers integrate. As
staff explained, host families helped Volunteers meet people in the community, invited
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Volunteersto cultural events, helped expldotal customsand provided guidance on how to
behave appropriately. Additionally, numerous sedplained thait was culturally inappropriate
to live independently.

HEALTH

We assessed the impact of homestay requirest@ni/olunteer health. We looked specifically at
the rates of GI conditiondlumerous Volunteers cited foodborne iliness as a major challenge
with homestag. T h e a goategorizdtian o6l conditions was inconsistent over timéale

used the broadest deifion for the total rate o&l conditionsto obtain consistent measumger
time. The limitation was that total Gl conditiomscludedconditions such airal infections,
thatmay have been unrelated to fomold water safetguring homestay However viral Gl
conditionscomprised a relatively small proportion of the total rat&btonditions.Four
countriegBelize, Georgia, Ecuador, and Guatermatet the inclusion criteria for the analysis
homestay impact on health. We found no statistically significant differenc¢ke rats of Gl
conditionsin any country we assessed

Staff we interviewed described other ways in which living with a host family could impact
Volunteer health. For example, staff described how host families bedldlpful during medical
emergencies, accompanying Volunteter get medical carandcommuni@ating with the Peace
Corpsmedical officer So, the rate of GI conditions may not serve as the best measure of
homestaypolicies impact on Volunteer health.

FI NDI NGSREAGOMMENDATI ONS

Staff widely assumethat host family requirements improved Voluntesafety though evidencef
an impact on safetyvas inconsistenfcross countries

Volunteer safety is a pritly of the agency and Congress. At the time this evaluation was
initiated, some stakeholders expressed concern about the potential for unistdwnelese
consequences of homestay requirements, but robust evidence on the efficacy of homestay
policies was not available.

We found thasafety was the most frequently cited reason staff gave for increasing homestay
requirementsand staff widely assumetat improved safety was the main advantage of
homestag Peace Corps staff should not assume that homestay requirements improuve&rolun
safety as results were inconsistent across countries, and in couméieswe found no impact
Implementing homestay requirements is costly and time consuming for stedinéstay
requirements daot achievehe intended outconsgresources could be put to better uSeme
ratesshouldbe rigorously monitored at all posts that decide to transitpincreaseor decrease
homestay requiremesn@ndmanagement decisions should be madeordingly Interrupted time
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series analysis can provide a robust approchssessing the impact of policy chandgescause
interrupted time series produces areeffsize® it canalsobe combined with cost data to
facilitate costbenefit analysisEvidencebased policymaking is a priority of the administrafiand
an explicit standard for Federal operatidms 2017, the bipartisan Commission on EvideBessed
Policymaking recommended strengthening Federal evidboidding capacity, including that

resources be made available to support evidbndding activities’The Peace Corps’ St
for 20182022°% ncl udes an obj ect i vaddressrisksiandl eppdrtunitigs and p 1
through systematic, evidenbea sed deci si on making,” as part of

approach. As such, agency leadership should plan to analyze the impact of homestay requirements
and make evidendeased desions accordingly.

We recommend:

1. That the deputy director of the Office of Strategic
Information , Researchand Planning collaborate withthe
Office of Safety and Securityto develop a planto assesshe
impact of homestayrequirements on Volunteer safetyusing
Interrupted Time Seriesanalysis ora similarly robust
approach.

Staff infrequently cited improving languagas the primary reason to increase homestay
requirements, though evidence suggested this wasaae likelyoutcome.

The Peace Corps Artquires Volunteers to have reasonable proficiency in the language of the
country or area where assign&de assessed the impact of homestay requirements on
Volunteers ability to speak the local languagefiour countriesln two countries, Blize and
Guaemala, we found no evidence of iampact. Inthe Kyrgyz Republicand Ecuadqrwe found
significant increasein Volunteers ability to communicate in theanguage aftethe poss
increasedheir homestay requiremesithowever,we could not determine if gnimpact was
sustainedn Ecuador

Improved language was a more likely outcome than improvements in serious crime. We
observed significant improvements in language in twihefour countries we assessed, as
opposed to significant improvements in seriotime in two ofthefive countries we assessed.
However, staftess frequentlyited improving language as the main reason for starting or
increasing homestay requiremerigany staff recognized it was an advantageugh

5 Changes in outcomes can be causally attributed to the effects of the policy.

¢ A quantitative measure of the size of the policy impact.

" Delivering Government Solutions in theSdCenury: Reform Plan and Reorganization Recommendations (2017)
8 Stardards for Internal Control in the Federal Government (Green book)

9 Report of the Commission on EvideABased Policymaking

10 peace Corps Strategic Plan 212
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This analysis was limited imat it was based on Volunteeself-reported ability to

communicate in the local language as opposed to an objective measure such as the LPI at COS.
This analysis should be repeated when additional years aheBsurements &0 Sbecome

available. Additonal analysis using objective measures of language proficiency can provide
robust evidence that homestay requirements contribute to improved language outcomes. This
evidence caieused by agency leadershipmake decisions aboumplementinghomestay
requirements at pastAs noted above, agency leadership should incorphi@teestaympact

analysis into their plan for evidenbased policy decisions.

We recommend:

2. That the deputy director of the Office of Strategic
Information , Researchand Planning collaborate with the
Office of OverseasProgramming and Training Support to
develop a planto assesshe impact of homestay
requirements on Volunteer languageproficiency using
Interrupted Time Seriesanalysis ora similarly robust
approach.

Many Volunteers appreciated their privacy during homestay andught friendship and
support werehe main advantage of living with a host family.

Post staff widely recognized the challenges of privacy for Volunteers in horaegtast
Voluntees we surveyed described thbhostfamiliesas being somewhat or very supportive of
their privacy, possibly reflecting the emphasis staff placegrivacy when traininghost

families. Post staff should be careful to nuatimr messaging about privacyagicularly
becausenany staff describegrivacy as a foreign concept in macyltures While Voluntees
appreciated host familiesespect for their privagyt should be clear that privacy is not the same
thing as ignoring or excluding/any Volunteesreported wanhg and valuingfriendship and
support from their host familieend described this as the main advantage of homek@mysyer,
few post staff cited i advantage of homestayAccording to MS 270subsectior6.5, post staff
arerequired to aent host families to promote a more supportive environnwhen preparing
families to host a Voluntegpost staff should distinguish privacy from limited engagement and
exclusionto betterpromote friendship and suppoEmphasizing friendship and suppahen
training host families will help to maximize the advantages of homestay requirements for
Volunteers and helthe Peace Corps better achieve its mission of promoting world peace and
friendship.
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We recommend:

3. That the associatedirector of the Office of Global
Operationsissue guidance to posts that describes how and
why to emphasize both privacy and support when training
host families.

Homestay requirements during service invotsignificant challenges for Volunteers and staff
that leadershipshould consider and address

This evaluation highghted the numerous challenges for Volunteers and staff associated with
homestay requirementd/e found that most Volunteers worldwide would live independently if
given a choice. We also found significahatlenges for staff in implementing homestay
requirements, includinopcreasedvorkloadand traveldifficulty meeting housing criteriand
difficulty finding families Staff from several countries reported spending tieselving

conflicts between Volumters andhostfamilies Though some issues, like safety issues, clearly
required staff intervention, when presented with interpersonal communication issues between
Volunteers and host families, post leadership should encourage staff to coach and empower
Volunteers to resolve their own problems and minimize staff time spent addressing these types of
issues. Staff also reported problematic Volunteer behavior that could potentially jeopardize the
progr am’ s These phaliergéshowddbe weighed againsthe potential benefits

described in this evaluation, such as improved language, frienasiusupport, when deciding

to start or increase homestay requirements.

The mission othePeace Corps Office of Global Operations is to oversee and coordinate
straegic support for overseas posts including promoting efficiency, streamlining operations and
disseminating best practices among the regions (MSl@2sectiort.1). Before this evaluation

was conducted, information on the advantages, challeagdsmpacs of homestay
requirementsvas not availablerhe Office of Global Operationshould use the information
provided in this evaluation tguide post leadership in thalecisiornmakingconcerning

homestay requirements to promote efficiency and best practices, according to their mission.

We recommend:

4. That the associatedirector of the Office of Global
Operations provides guidance to poss about initiating,
increasing, and implementing homestay requirements in
order to mitigate the challengesassociated withthese
policies
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AP P ENDA:POS HOMESTREQUI REMENTS

Posts with homestay during service

Posts without homestay during service
Albania Benin
Armenia Botswana

Belize Cameroon
Cambodia China
Colombia Eastern Caribbean
Comoros Fiji
Costa Rica Ghana

Dominican Republic Guinea
Ecuador Lesotho
Ethiopia Liberia
FSM Madagascar
Georgia Malawi
Guatemala Mongolia
Guyana Mozambique

Indonesia Myanmar

Jamaica Rwanda

Kosovo Sierra Leone

Kyrgyz Republic Tanzania
Macedonia Togo
Mexico Tonga
Moldova Vanuatu
Morocco Zambia
Namibia
Nepal
Nicaragua
Panama
Paraguay
Peru
Philippines
Samoa
Senegal
South Africa
Swaziland
Thailand
The Gambia
Timor-Leste
Uganda
Ukraine
38 22
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APPENDB RESULMABLES

Belize_Serious Crime (per100VTyears)

Serious Crime, Belize

Year Effect Standard Error PWValue Significant Cl low Cl high 1
2013 -2.436 2,242 0.289 No -7.073530363 2.2015930363 -
2014 -1.437 1.757 0.422 No -5.071631422 2.197631422
2015 -0.438 1579 0.784 No -3.704410367 2.828410367 g‘”
2016 0.561 1.802 0.738 No -3.166721014 4.288721014 ;>E
2017 1.55% 2.312 0.507 No -3.223736335 6.3417363595 | 8
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g,
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Belize_Serious Crime at Site (per100VTyears) Serious Crime at Site, Belize
Year Effect Standard Error PWalue Significant Cl low Cl high s
2013 -2.953 0.511 0.004 Yes -4.837547083 -1.068452917
2014 -2.635 0.715 0.001 Yes -4.122364822 -1.147635178 Ea
2015 -2.317 0.65 0.002 Yes -3.601627447 -0.972372533 H
2016 -1.555 0.741 0.013 Yes -3.531875289 -0.466124711 ES
2017 -1.681 0.547 0.089 No -3.640018757 0.278018757 El
1
0
Georgia_Serious Crime (per100VTyears) . . .
Year Effect Standard Error PValue Significant Cl low Cl high Serious Crlme’ Georgla
2011 -0.78 1.082 0.485 No -3.137475482 1.577475482 12
2012 0.825 1.053  0.449 No  -1.46928991 3.11928991
2013 243 1.076 0.043 Yes 0.085557355 4.774402605 " 10
2014 4.035 1.147 0.004 Yes 1.535901684 6.534098316 |
2015 5.64 1.259 0.001 Yes 2.896874647 8.383125353 ; B
2016 7.245 1.402 ] Yes 4.190304413 10.29969559 ] 5
2017 8.5 1.567 ] Yes -80.48132602 98.18132602 -
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Georgia_Serious Crime at Site (per100WTyears) Serious Crime at Site, Georgia
Year Effect Standard Error PWValue Significant Cl low Cl high 35
2011 -0.752 1.016 0.474 MNo -2.965673835 1.461673835
2012 -0.374 1.023 0.722 No -2.615998402 1.867998402 ?
2013 0.003 1.099 0.998 No -2.3915153 2.3975153 L35
2014 0.38 1.216 0.76 No -2.269436401 3.0259436401 | =
2015 0.758 1.368 0.59 MNo -2.222615951 3.738615951 ; 2
2016 1.135 1.545 0.477 No -2.231265822 4.501265822 E
2017 1.512 174 0.402 No -2.279134324 5.303134324 | &1°
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Republic of Kyrgyzstan_Serious Crime (perl00WTyears) . . .
Year Effect Standard Error P Value Significant Cl low Cl high Serious Crlme' ergvz Republlc
2015 -0.621 2.063 0.766 No -4.924342592 3.682342592 8
2016 -0.624 1484 0.678 No -3.719569756 2.4715659756 7
2017 -0.628 2,105 0.769 Mo -5.018953056 3.762953056 )
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Krygyz Republic_Serious Crime at Site (perl00vTyears)

Serious Crime at Site, Kyrgyz Republic

Year Effect Standard Error PValue Significant Cl low Cl high
2015 -1.553 0.74% 0.051 No -3.115386622 0.009386622 a "
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Year Effect Standard Error PValue Significant Cl low Cl high 15
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Belize_Communicate in local language (mean)

Communication in Local Language, Belize

Year Effect Standard Error PValue  Significant Cl low Cl high
2014 -0.064 0.255 0.214 no  -0.771993502  0.643993502 g 1
2015 0.146 0.257 0.601 no  -0.567546392  0.859546392 45
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Year Effect StandardError PValue  Significant cllow clhigh Communication in Local Language, Ecuador
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Year Effect StandardError PValue Significant Cllow Cl high Feel Integrated, I(yrgyz REpUblIC
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Ecuador_Feel integrated (mean)
Year Effect Standard Error P Value Significant Cllow Cl high Feel Integrated, Ecuador
2013 0.2%6 0.09 0.03 Yes 0.045119541 0.545880059
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Year Effect Standard Error P Value Significant Cllow Cl high
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2013 0.542 0.419  0.266 No -0.6213304%9 1.705330499 %
2014 0.784 0.565  0.238 No -0.784691484 2.352691484 b
2015 1.027 0.722  0.228 Mo -0.977593366 3.031593366 a 38
2006 1.27 0.884 0.224 No -1.184377473 3.724377473 ﬂ
2017 1.515 1.049 0.222 No -1.397490915 4.427490915 g 3.7
£
"
%38
b
=
34
'1,@?) '19'\'0 '19‘& '1'9'\'% m@b '19‘@ ﬁ‘?'\'b '\9\:\
Belize_Total Gl Conditions (rate per 100 VT years) Total GI Conditions, Belize
Year Effect  Standard Error P Value Significant CI low Cl high 90
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Georgia_Total Gl Conditions (rate per 100 VT years) Total Gl Conditions, Georgia
Year Effect Standard Error PValue Significant  Cllow Cl high 0
2011 -42.765 41.365 0.323 No -133.8087511 48.27875115 200
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APPENDCANTERRUPTEBNMEERI ASIALYSI S

Approach

To implement this method, we first identified post staff were present when the homestay
requirement washangedWe conducted idepthphoneinterviews to understand the context in
which thechangewas implementedhe year of the policy changand if there was a clear point
of implementationWe asked ifthe policy chang&vas applied to aNolunteesat the same time
or phased in to a smaller populatisuch as a certain region or technical area.

Inclusion Criteria

Posts were excluded if:

1 They did not have a clear point of implementatiear example, the requirement was
applied to one group of Volunteers, but not another. Or, it was phased in over time.

1 There were fewer tha®iyears of datdefore or after the policy change

1 The policy clange was uncleaFor example, we could not obtain tember of months
of homestay that were required before the policy change was implemented

Limitations

A limitation of ITS is that other events may have happened at the same time as the policy change
that could also have influenced the outcomes of interest. To mitigate this limitation, we asked
post staff to recall any other events that happened at the saenadithe homestay policy

change that could have influenced the outcomes of interest.

We lookedat demographic trends over time (sex,,ag®l race) to see if any changes occurred
that could have impacted the outcomes of irdtierd@ all countries the ratiof male to female
Volunteers remained stable over time. Georgia was the only country wisaalrdemographic
trends for age and race. In all countries except Geosgiabserved a steady decrease in the
average age of Volunteers. Likewise, in Geargia observed an increase in the rate of-non
white Volunteers in 2014Nhereas in other countriegolunteer diversity remained larye

unchanged. It is unlikely that these demographic changes could explain the changes in the
outcomes we observed.

Anotherlimitation of this approach was that post staff may not have recalled accurately the year
and catext of the policy change. Also, most staff were not able to identify the month of the
policy change. We included the year of the policy chaagypart of the prantervention trend
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because it was unlikely that an effect would have been observed imtbeysar the policy
started. However, the outcome measurement in the year the policy was cbamigetave
represented poshterventionperiodif the policy change was implementedrly in the year.

This analysis relied othe Peace Corpsadministrativéy collected dataand therefore was
limited by the quality and accuracy of those datasets.

In planning for this evaluation, stakeholders expressed concerns that homestay requirements
could potentially place Volunteers at additional risk, especially toasisuch as sexual assault
and theft. We were unable to assess the impact of homestay polices on specific types of crime
because there was too much variability in the data to detect clear trends before and after the
policy change. Moreover, ITS requirestioutcomes are measured consistently over fiine.
Peace Corps changed the way thabllected information on sexual assaalfterthe Kate

Puzey Volunteer Protection Act of 2011.

Analysis

We followed the Cochrane Guide for Interrupted Time Seriesyais! We used ARIMA
(Autoregressive Integrated Moving Averages) to account for variability in the outcome
measurements over time. We usesegmented approach to look at significance for each year
after the interventionConfidence intervals were set3i percent.

A change was deemed del ayed’” if the differenc
foll owing the policy change. The effect was ¢«
significant for all years after the policy changefor at leasB years Three factors were

considered as evidence that the policy change causedskeved difference in outcom€s) a

change in level between the pesnd postintervention measurements, (2) a change in slope

between the preand postintervention measurements, and (3) a sustained, significant difference

for all years after the intervention.

11 Cochranecffective Practice and Organisation of Care (ER@E)upted time series (ITS) analydgC
Resources for review authors, 20B&ailable athttp://epoc.cochrane.org/epospecifieresourcegeviewauthors
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APPENDD ACRONY MS

- ]

OIG Office of Inspector General

IAP Inter-America and the Pacific

EMA | Europe, Mediterranean and Asia

LPI Languagéroficiency Index

AVS Annual Volunteer Survey

Gl Gastrointestinal

ARIMA| Autoregressive Integrated Moving Averages

ITS Interrupted Time Series Analysis

CIGIE | Council of the Inspectors General on Integrity and Efficig

COS Close of Service
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APPENDE:XI ST REKCOMMENDATI ONS

We recommend:

1. That the deputy director of the Office of Strategic Information, Research, and
Planning collaborate with the Office of Safety and Security to develop a plan
to assess the impact of homestay requirementéobmteer safety using
Interrupted Time Series analysis or a similarly robust approach.

2. That the deputy director of the Office of Strategic Information, Research, and
Planning collaborate witthe Office of Overseas Programming and Training
Support to develop a plan to assess the impact of homestay requirements on
Volunteer language proficiency using Interrupted Time Series analysis or a
similarly robust approach.

3. That the associate directortbie Office of Global Operations issue guidance
to posts that describes how and why to emphasize both privacy and support
when training host families.

4. That the associate director of the Office of Global Operations provides
guidance to posts about initiaginincreasing, and implementing
homestay requirements in order to mitigate the challenges associated
with these policies.
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APPENDKF AGENCRESPONSE TPBRHWHEMI NARY
REPORT
Peace
Corps
MEMORANDUM
To: Kathy Buller, Inspector General
Through: Anne Hughes, Chief Compliance OfﬁmzA\/\/\Q
From: Michelle K. Brooks, Chief of Staff
Patrick Young, Associate Director, Office of Global Operations /@
Date: July 24, 2019
CC: Jody K. Olsen, Director

Subject:

Matt McKinney, Deputy Chief of Staff/White House Liaison
Robert Shanks, Associate General Counsel

Joaquin Ferrao, Deputy Inspector General

Jeremy Black, AIG/Evaluations

Shawn Bardwell, Associate Director for Safety and Security
Karen Becker, Associate Director, Office of Health Services

Jeffrey Kwiecinski, Deputy Director, Office of Strategic Information, Research

and Planning

EVAL-08)

Agency Response to the Report: Homestay Impact Evaluation (Project No. 18-

Enclosed please find the agency’s response to the recommendations made by the Inspector

General for the Homestay Impact Evaluation as outlined in the Preliminary Report on Homestay
Impact Evaluation (Project No. 18-EVAL-08) given to the agency on June 7, 2019,

The agency concurred with three recommendations and partially concurred with one

recommendation provided by the OIG in its Homestay Impact Evaluation, and will work to

address all of the recommendations by the set target dates.
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Recommendation 1

That the deputy director of the Office of Strategic Infotora and Planning collaborate with
the Office of Safety and Security to develop aplan to assessthe impact of homestay
requirementon Volunteer safety using Interrupted Time Series analysis or similarly robust
approach.

Concur

ResponseThe Office of Strategic Infonnation and Planning (OSIRP) will collaborate with
the Office of Safety and Security to develop a plan to assess the impact of homestay
requirements on Volunteer safety.

Documents to be Submitted:
» Plan for Assessing the Impact Homestay Requirements on Volunt&afety
* Results for Assessing the ImpactHafmestay Requirements on Volunteer
Safety

Status and Timeline for Completion December 2019

Recommendation 2

That the deputy director of the Office of Strategic Infonnatod Planning collaborate with
the Office of Programming and Training support to develop a plan to assess the impact of
homestay requirements on Volunteer language proficiency using Interrupted Time Series
analysis or similarly robust approach.

Concur
Response:OSIRP will collaborate with the Office of Programming and Training to develop
a plan to assess the impact of homestay requirements on Volunteer language proficiency.

Documents Submitted:
» Planfor Assessingdmpactof HomestayRequirementsn VolunteerLanguage
Proficiency
» Resultsfor Assessinghelmpactof HomestayRequirement®n Volunteer
LanguageProficiency

Status and Timeline for Completion:December 2019
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Recommendation 3

That the associate director of the Office of Global Operations provides guidance to posts
about initiating, increasing, and implementing homestay requirements in order to mitigate
the challenges associated with these policies.

Partially Concur

ResponseThe agency agrees it is important to make eviddmaged policy decisions and

issue guidance in line with these decisions. The agency has partially concurred with this
recommendation, because it does not have conclusive evidence that could inform global
guidance about thanitiating, increasingand implementing of homestay requirements in

order to mitigate the challenges associated with these policies. While this report provides an
overview of some of the challenges associated with homestay policies, theydges not
received a copy of the survey used to gather the underlying qualitative responses or access
to the actual responses given by staff or Volunteers. Therefore, if the agency does acquire
this data or data from other sources that could inform guddas it relates to this
recommendation, the agency will then issue guidance to posts accordingly.

Documents Submitted:

» Guidance to posts (if developed asdued)

Status and Timeline for Completion: February 2020

Recommendation 4
That the associatdirector of the Office of Global Operations issue guidance to posts that
describes how and why to emphasize both privacy and support when training host families.

Concur
ResponseThe Office of Global Operations will issue guidance to posts that desdrdves
and why to emphasize both privacy and support when training host families.

Documents to be Submitted:
» Guidance on Privacy and Support for Posts/Hastilies

Status and Timeline for Completion: February 2020
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APPENDGXO|I GOMMENTS

Managementoncurred with three of the four recommendations and partially concurred with one
recommendationAll four recommerationsremain openThe agency partially concurred with
recommendatioB, pending the receipt of the data and data collection tools, which OIG will
provide.In its response, management described actions it is taking or intends to take to address
the issues that prompted each of our recommendations.

OIG will review and consider closing recommendation 4 when the documentation reflected in

the agency’s response to the preli-Bhadditanaly r epor
documentation is required. These recommendations remain open pending confirmation from the

chief compliance officer that the documentation reflected in our analysis below is received.

We wish to note that in closing recommendations, we are notyaegtihat the agency has taken

these actions or that we have reviewed their effect. Certifying compliance and verifying
effectiveness are management’ s responsibilitie
conduct a followup review to confirm tht action has been taken and to evaluate the impact.

Recommendation 1

That the deputy director of the Office of Stratedc Information and Planning collaborate
with the Office of Safety and Security to develop a plan to assess the impact of homestay
requirements on Volunteer safety using Interrupted Time Series analysis or similarly
robust approach.

Concur:

ResponseThe Ofice of Strategic Information and Planning (OSIRP) will collaborate with the
Office of Safety and Security to develop a plan to assess the impact of homestay requirements on
Volunteer safety.

Documents to be Submitted:
1 Plan for Assessing the Impact of Hosteey Requirements on Volunteer Safety
1 Results for Assessing the Impact of Homestay Requirements on Volunteer Safety

Status and Timeline for Completion:December 2019

OIG Analysis: While it may be reasonable to develop a glamassessing impably December
2019, OIG believes that it is unlikely that the agency will be able to obtain robust data on the
impact of homestay requirements on Volunteer safety within that timeframe. The intent of this
recommendation was to encourage the agency to make atemmg plan to evaluate homestay
impacts on Volunteer safety over time as sufficient longitudinal data is available to assess
impacts at particular posts. To close this recommenddhe®eace Corps should sulbran
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evaluation plan that identifies when it expects to be able to assess the effect on Volunteer safety
of homestay policies at particular posts.

Recommendation 2

That the deputy director of the Office of Strategic Information and Planning collaborate
with the Office of Programming and Training support to develop a plan to assess the
impact of homestay requirements on Volunteer language proficiency using Interrupted
Time Series analysis or similarly robust approach.

Concur
Response: OSIRP will collaboeatwith the Office of Programming and Training to develop a
plan to assess the impact of homestay requirements on Volunteer language proficiency.

Documents Submitted:
1 Plan for Assessing Impact of Homestay Requirements on Volunteer Language
Proficiency
1 Resuts for Assessing the Impact of Homestay Requirements on Volunteer
Language Proficiency

Status and Timeline for Completion:December 2019

OIG Analysis: While it may be reasonable to develop a plan for assessing impact by December
2019, OIG believes thati unlikely that the agency will be able to obtain robust data on the
impact of homestay requirements on Volunteer language within that timeframe. The intent of this
recommendation was to encourage the agency to make #elonglan to evaluate homestay
impacts on Volunteer language proficiency over time as sufficient longitudinal data is available
to assess impacts at particular posts. To close this recommentaiBeace Corps should

submit an evaluation plan that identifies when it expects to be ahtséss the effect on

Volunteer language proficiency of homestay policies at particular posts.

Recommendation 3

That the associate director of the Office of Global Operations provides guidance to posts
about initiating, increasing, and implementing homestg requirements in order to mitigate
the challenges associated with these policies.

Partiallv Concur

Response: The agency agrees it is important to make evitlased policy decisions and issue
guidance in line with these decisions. The agency has paciaicurred with this
recommendation, because it does not have conclusive evidence that could inform global
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guidance about the initiating, increasing, and implementing of homestay requirements in order to
mitigate the challenges associated with these iggli&Vhile this report provides an overview of

some of the challenges associated with homestay policies, the agency has not received a copy of
the survey used to gather the underlying qualitative responses or access to the actual responses
given by staff o Volunteers. Therefore, if the agency does acquire this data or data from other
sources that could inform guidance as it relates to this recommendation, the agency will then
issue guidance to posts accordingly.

Documents Submitted:
1 Guidance to posts (developed and issued)

Status and Timeline for Completion February 2020

OIG Analysis: OIG would like to clarify the difference between the impact portion of the

evaluation (pp. 1&22) and the challenges portion (pp:13). While the report concluded that

impacts across countries were inconsistent, the challenges associated with homestay were
consistent. During the evaluation, we observed several instances of posts that repeatedly changed
their homestay policies, presumably with leadership changes at pbistss one of the reasons

why previous agency leadership asked us to evaluate this@pianalysis is impartial and

provides sufficient evidence to sustain the recommendation that the agency develop and issue
guidance to help overseas staffigate the challenges described in the repdotvever,to
facilitate the agency’, wewillerovaé tbeppgeacy withmdre such g
information about our methods as well as the responses from staff and Volunteers (redacted to
protect individual priecy) to our questions about the challenges with homestay. To close the
recommendation, please address these commonly recurring challengeguidémee to posts.
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APPENDH XPROGRAMVALUATICOMPLETIAONDI G
CONTACT

PROGRAM This program evaluation was conductedccordance
EVALUATION with CIGIE bluebook standardsnder the direction of
Assistant Inspector General for Evaluatidesemy Black
by SeniorEvaluatorErin Balch Additional contributions
were made byenior Economist ahe Centers foDisease
Control and PreventioRui Li PhD, Program Analyst

A’ Dar i s ,Blalihtorsdnéern Lily Baroand

Senior Evaluator Kaitlyn Large
- -/ P
\_/Mf’) ’/;4&

COMPLETION

OIG CONTACT Following issuance of the final report, a stakeholder
satisfaction survey will bdistributedto agency
stakeholderdf you wish to comment on the quality or
usefulness of this report to help us improve our produc
pleasecontactAssistant Inspector General for Evaluatio
Jeremy Blaclkandat jblack@peacecorpsoig.gar
2026922912.
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Help Promote the Integrity, Efficiency, and
Effectiveness of the Peace Corps

Anyone knowing of wasteful practices, abuse, mismanagement,
fraud, or unlawful activity involving Peace Corps programs or
personnel shouldontactthe Office of Inspector General. Reports or
complaints can also be made anonymously.

Contact OIG

Reporting Hotline:

U.S./International: 202.692.2915
Toll-Free (U.S. only): 800.233.5874

Email: OlG@peacecormsg.gov
Online Reporting Tool PeaceCorps.gov/OIG/ContactOIG

Mail: Peace Corp®ffice of Inspector General
1111 20" Street NW
Washington, DC 20526

For General | nformation:;

Main Office: 202.692.2900
Website: peacecorps.qgov/OIG

O Twitter: twitter.com/PCOIG
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